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REASONS FOR REQUESTING REVIEW 

Applicants respectfully request review of the rejections set forth in the final 
Office Action of May 7, 2010 for the following reasons. 

Rejection of Claims 6-7, 10-12, 17-19, and 22-26 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement 

Initially, it is believed that claim 17 is included in this rejection in error, as it was 
not included previously in this rejection and there does not appear to be any additional 
discussion of this claim. In any event, Applicants submit that it is supported by the 
disclosure at page 5, lines 10-11. With respect to the rejection of claims 6-7, 10-12, 18- 
19, and 22-26, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 2, line 2 to page 7, line 13 in the 
response filed January 19, 2010. Regarding the comment at page 9 in the final Office 
Action that the references cited by Applicants are not in the Disclosure, Applicants 
submit that they do not need to be in the Disclosure because they are being cited as 
evidence of knowledge in the art at the time the present invention was made (see MPEP 
2164.05 and 2164.05(a)). 

Rejection of Claims 1 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Moon 
et al. 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 7, line 14 
to page 9, line 19 in the response filed January 19, 2010. Regarding the side-by-side 
discussion on pages 1 1-12 of the final Office Action, Applicants submit that the meaning 
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of the side-by-side term in the claims is the plain meaning of that term that one would 
ordinarily understand when contemplating two people walking side-by-side. 

Rejection of Claims 1 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kelsey 
et al. 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 9, line 20 
to page 11, last line in the response filed January 19, 2010. As with the rejection over 
Moon above, Applicants submit that regarding the side-by-side discussion on pages 11- 
12 of the final Office Action, the meaning of the side-by-side term in the claims is the 
plain meaning of that term that one would ordinarily understand when contemplating two 
people walking side-by-side. 

Rejection of Claims 7, 10, 11, 19, 22, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Piaget et al. 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 12, line 1 
to page 12, last line in the response filed January 19, 2010. 

Rejection of Claims 1, 5, 13, and 17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moon et al in view of Derksen 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 13, line 1 
to page 17, line 2 in the response filed January 19, 2010. 

Rejection of Claims 1, 5, 13, and 17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kelsey et al 
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With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 17, line 3 
to page 19, last line in the response filed January 19, 2010. 

Rejection of Claims 6 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moon et al or Kelsey et al in view of Nichols 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 20, line 1 
to page 20, last line in the response filed January 19, 2010. 

Rejection of Claims 6 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moon et al or Kelsey et al in view of Gerard 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 21, line 1 
to page 21, line 13 in the response filed January 19, 2010. Regarding the comment on 
page 13 of the final Office Action that there is a common nexus between the Gerard and 
Moon and Kelsey devices so that the Gerard reference is fairly applied, Applicants 
maintain that ski pole grip 42 in Gerard is specifically disclosed in connection with 
simulated skiing and thus one would not have applied it to the treadmill of Moon or 
Kelsey, since Moon and Kelsey do not concern an apparatus related to skiing. 

Rejection of Claims 12 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Piaget et al in view of Gerard 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 21, line 
14 to page 22, line 2 in the response filed January 19, 2010. 
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Rejection of Claims 25 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moon et al in view of Derksen and further in view of Gerard or Nichols 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 22, line 3 
to page 23, line 9 in the response filed January 19, 2010. Regarding the comment on 
page 13 of the final Office Action that there is a common nexus between the Gerard and 
Moon and Kelsey devices so that the Gerard reference is fairly applied, Applicants 
maintain that ski pole grip 42 in Gerard is specifically disclosed in connection with 
simulated skiing and thus one would not have applied it to the treadmill of Moon, since 
Moon does not concern an apparatus related to skiing. 

Rejection of Claims 6 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moon et al or Kelsey et al in view of Gerard 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 23, line 
10 to page 24, line 9 in the response filed January 19, 2010. Again, regarding the 
comment on page 13 of the final Office Action that there is a common nexus between the 
Gerard and Moon and Kelsey devices so that the Gerard reference is fairly applied, 
Applicants maintain that ski pole grip 42 in Gerard is specifically disclosed in connection 
with simulated skiing and thus one would not have applied it to the treadmill of Moon or 
Kelsey, since Moon and Kelsey do not concern an apparatus related to skiing. 

Rejection of Claims 25 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kelsey further in view of Gerard or Nichols 

With respect to this rejection, Applicants refer to the discussion at page 24, line 
10 to page 25, line 15 in the response filed January 19, 2010. Regarding the comment on 

4 



1 

PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 
USAN 10/033,775 

page 13 of the final Office Action that there is a common nexus between the Gerard and 
Moon and Kelsey devices so that the Gerard reference is fairly applied, Applicants 
maintain that ski pole grip 42 in Gerard is specifically disclosed in connection with 
simulated skiing and thus one would not have applied it to the treadmill of Kelsey, since 
Kelsey does not concern an apparatus related to skiing. 

Conclusion 

If the Examiner wishes to discuss this application with the undersigned, he is 
requested to contact the undersigned at the local telephone number listed in the Pre- 
Appeal Brief Request for Review. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicants submit that the present invention is 
patentable, and withdrawal of the rejections and allowance of this application are 
respectfully requested. 
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